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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 



35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claims 19-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. A computer program is neither a computer 
component nor a statutory process, as it is not an "act" or "acts" being performed nor 
does it define any structural and functional interrelationships between the computer 
program and other elements of a computer, which permit the computer program's 
functionality to be realized. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 
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2. Claims 19, 21-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Kjeldsen (US 7,134,080). 

In reference to claim 19, Kjeldsen teaches a computer program that, when 
executed on a processing system (Kjeldsen, Fig. 2, Computer System 299), 

causes the processing system to: determine a position of a viewer relative 
to a display device (Kjeldsen, col. 2, II. 56 - col. 3, II. 13), 

and control a display of information on the display device based on the 
position of the viewer (Kjeldsen, col. 2, II. 56 - col. 3, II. 13). 

Claim 21 is rejected as being dependent on rejected claim 19 as 
discussed above and further, Kjeldsen teaches wherein the computer program 
further causes the processing system to: present the information in a prominent 
area of the display device relative to the position of the viewer (Kjeldsen, Fig. 3, 
steps 320-360; col. 2, II. 61— col. 3, 11.13; col. 7, 11.14-22). 

Claim 22 is rejected as being dependent on rejected claim 19 as 
discussed above and further, Kjeldsen teaches wherein the control of the display 
includes control of at least one of: location of the information on the display 
device, size of the information on the display device, and content of the 
information on the display device (Kjeldsen, col. 3, II. 63 - col. 4. II. 3). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Meine (US 2002/0080494) in view of Kjeldsen et al. (7,134,080). 



In reference to claim 1 , Meine teaches a display system (Meine Fig. 2) 

comprising: a display processor that is configured to present information 
from a content source to a display device (Meine pg. 1 , par. 9). 

Meine however fails to teach a detector that is configured to detect a 
position of a viewer relative to the display device, wherein the display processor 
presents the information to the display device based on the position of the viewer 
relative to the display device. 

Kjeldsen discloses a detector, analogous in art with that of Meine, that is 
configured to detect a position of a viewer relative to the display device 
(Kjeldsen, col. 2, II. 56-64) 
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wherein the display processor presents the information to the display 
device based on the position of the viewer relative to the display device 
(Kjeldsen, col. 2, II. 56-64). 

At the time the invention was made it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art to modify the display system of Meine such that it 
is configured to detect a position of a viewer relative to the display device 
wherein the display processor presents the information to the display device 
based on the position of the viewer relative to the display device, as taught by 
Kjeldsen. 

As one of ordinary skill in the art would appreciate, the 
suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to provide a user-friendly 
interface, not blocked by the user, at a suitable size and orientation as a user 
moves around an environment (Kjeldsen, Abstract). 

Claim 2 is rejected as being dependent on rejected claim 1 as discussed 
above and further, Meine teaches the display system of claim 1 , further including 
the display device (Meine, Fig. 2, display screen 210). 

Claim 3 is rejected as being dependent on rejected claim 1 as discussed 
above and further, Meine teaches wherein the display device is reflective (Meine, 
Fig. 1 , smart mirror 10; pg. 1 , par. 12) 
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and the display processor is configured to present the information so as to 
substantially avoid displaying the information in an area corresponding to a 
reflection of the viewer (Meine, Fig. 1, smart mirror 10 located substantially out of 
the mirror reflection area). 

Claim 4 is rejected as being dependent on rejected claim 1 as discussed 
above and further, Meine however fails to teach wherein the display processor is 
configured to present the information in a prominent area of the display device 
relative to the position of the viewer. 

Kjeldsen discloses a display processor, analogous in art with that of 
Meine, wherein the display processor is configured to present the information in a 
prominent area of the display device relative to the position of the viewer 
(Kjeldsen, Fig. 3, steps 320-360; col. 2, II. 61— col. 3, 11.13; col. 7, 11.14-22). 

At the time the invention was made it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art to modify the display system of Meine such that the 
display processor is configured to present the information in a prominent area of 
the display device relative to the position of the viewer, as taught by Kjeldsen. 

As one of ordinary skill in the art would appreciate, the 
suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to make the display 
information and interface more readable and accessible to the user (Kjeldsen, 
col. 7, II. 14-22). 
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Claim 5 is rejected as being dependent on rejected claim 1 as discussed 
above and further, Meine teaches wherein the content source includes a network 
access device (Meine, pg. 1 , par. 9; the smart mirror is connected to the 
internet). 

Claim 6 is rejected as being dependent on rejected claim 1 as discussed 
above and further, Meine however fails to teach wherein the detector includes at 
least one of: an image detector, a sound detector, a camera, a sonar device, and 
an infrared device. 

Kjeldsen discloses a display device, analogous in art to that of Meine, 
wherein the detector includes at least one of: an image detector, a sound 
detector, a camera, a sonar device, and an infrared device (Kjeldsen, col. 12, II. 
7-9; inputs to the detector are camera images). 

At the time the invention was made it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art to modify the display device of Meine such that the 
detector includes at least one of: an image detector, a sound detector, a camera, 
a sonar device, and an infrared device, as taught by Kjeldsen. 

As one of ordinary skill in the art would appreciate, the 
suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to provide beneficial 
interaction, such as display size and location, between display devices and users 
who move around (Kjeldsen, col. 1, II. 14-25). 
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Claim 7 is rejected as being dependent on rejected claim 1 as discussed 
above and further, Meine however fails to teach wherein the detector is 
configured to estimate a projection of an image of a viewer on the display device, 
based on the position of the viewer. 

Kjeldsen discloses a display device, analogous in art with that of Meine, 
wherein the detector is configured to estimate a projection of an image of a 
viewer on the display device, based on the position of the viewer (Kjeldsen, col. 
11, II. 54 -col. 12, II. 3). 

At the time the invention was made it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art to modify the display device of Meine such that the 
detector is configured to estimate a projection of an image of a viewer on the 
display device, based on the position of the viewer, as taught by Kjeldsen. 

As one of ordinary skill in the art would appreciate, the 
motivation/suggestion for doing so would have been to avoid blocking the display 
image by the user (Kjeldsen, col. 9, II. 13-17). 

Claim 8 is rejected as being dependent on rejected claim 1 as discussed 
above and further, Meine however fails to teach wherein the display processor is 
configured to control at least one of the following, based on the position of the 
viewer: location of the information on the display device, size of the information 
on the display device, and content of the information on the display device. 
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Kjeldsen discloses a display device, analogous in art with that of Meine, 
wherein the display processor is configured to control at least one of the 
following, based on the position of the viewer: location of the information on the 
display device, size of the information on the display device, and content of the 
information on the display device (Kjeldsen, col. 3, II. 63 - col. 4, II. 3). 

At the time the invention was made it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art to modify the display device of Meine such that the 
display processor is configured to control at least one of the following, based on 
the position of the viewer: location of the information on the display device, size 
of the information on the display device, and content of the information on the 
display device, as taught by Kjeldsen. 

As one of ordinary skill in the art would appreciate, the 
suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been a displayed image of the 
appropriate size and orientation for the position of the user (Kjeldsen, col. 3, II. 63 
-col. 4, II. 3; col. 4, II. 36-41 ). 

Claim 9 is rejected as being dependent on rejected claim 1 as discussed 
above and further, Meine teaches further including a recognition system that is 
configured to provide an identification of the viewer, wherein the display 
processor is further configured to present the information to the display device 
based on the identification of the viewer (Meine, pg. 2, par. 21). 
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Claim 10 is rejected as being dependent on rejected claim 1 as discussed 
above and further, Meine teaches further including a database that is configured 
to store one or more profiles, wherein the display processor is further configured 
to present the information to the display device based on a select profile of the 
one or more profiles (Meine, pg. 2, par. 21). 

In reference to claim 1 1 , Meine teaches a method of displaying 
information on a display device ( Meine, pg. 1, par. 9). 

Meine however fails to teach determining a position of a viewer relative to 
the display device, and displaying the information on the display device based on 
the position of the viewer. 

Kjeldsen discloses a display method, analogous in art with that of Meine, 
that determines a position of a viewer relative to the display device, and displays 
the information on the display device based on the position of the viewer 
(Kjeldsen, col. 2, II. 56-64). 

At the time the invention was made it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art to modify the display system of Meine such that it 
determines a position of a viewer relative to the display device, and displaying 
the information on the display device based on the position of the viewer, as 
taught by Kjeldsen. 

As one of ordinary skill in the art would appreciate, the 
suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to provide a user-friendly 
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interface, not blocked by the user, at a suitable size and orientation as a user 
moves around an environment (Kjeldsen, Abstract). 

Claim 12 is rejected as being dependent on rejected claim 1 1 as 
discussed above and further, Meine teaches wherein the display device is 
reflective (Meine, Fig. 1, smart mirror 10; pg. 1, par. 12). 

Meine however fails to teach that determining the position of the viewer 
includes determining an area corresponding to a reflection of the viewer on the 
display device, and displaying the information includes positioning the 
information on the display device so as to substantially avoid the reflection of the 
viewer. 

Kjeldsen discloses a display method, analogous in art with that of Meine, 
that includes determining an area corresponding to a reflection of the viewer on 
the display device, and displaying the information includes positioning the 
information on the display device so as to substantially avoid the reflection of the 
viewer (Kjeldsen, col. 7, II. 14-22; Kjeldsen teaches that the content of the 
interface may be varied based on the user position, and the location of the 
display elements on the display adjusted accordingly. Kjeldsen further teaches 
determining a position of a viewer relative to the display device, and displaying 
the information on the display device based on the position of the viewer, as in 
the discussion concerning claim 11 above). 
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At the time the invention was made it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art to modify the reflective display of Meine, such that 
the steps of determining an area corresponding to a reflection of the viewer on 
the display device, and displaying the information including positioning the 
information on the display device so as to substantially avoid the reflection of the 
viewer were performed, as taught by Kjeldsen. Examiner respectfully submits 
that the prior art, taken collectively, reads on the claim limitations. Since 
Kjeldsen discloses determining a position of the viewer relative to the display 
device and displaying the information on the display device based on the position 
of the viewer, it would have been within the purview of one having ordinary skill in 
the art to display the information so as to substantially avoid the reflection of the 
viewer. 

As one of ordinary skill in the art would appreciate, the 
suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to make the display 
information and interface more readable and accessible to the user (Kjeldsen, 
pg.col.7, II. 14-22). 

Claim 13 is rejected as being dependent on rejected claim 1 1 as 
discussed above and further, Meine however fails to teach wherein the display 
processor is configured to present the information in a prominent area of the 
display device relative to the position of the viewer. 
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Kjeldsen discloses a display processor, analogous in art with that of 
Meine, wherein the display processor is configured to present the information in a 
prominent area of the display device relative to the position of the viewer 
(Kjeldsen, Fig. 3, steps 320-360; col. 2, II. 61— col. 3, 11.13; col. 7, 11.14-22). 

At the time the invention was made it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art to modify the display system of Meine such that the 
display processor is configured to present the information in a prominent area of 
the display device relative to the position of the viewer, as taught by Kjeldsen. 

As one of ordinary skill in the art would appreciate, the 
suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to make the display 
information and interface more readable and accessible to the user (Kjeldsen, 
col. 7, II. 14-22). 

Claim 14 is rejected as being dependent on rejected claim 1 1 as 
discussed above and further, Meine teaches wherein the content source includes 
a network access device (Meine, pg. 1, par. 9; the smart mirror is connected to 
the internet). 

Claim 15 is rejected as being dependent on rejected claim 1 1 as 
discussed above and further, Meine however fails to teach wherein determining 
the position of the viewer includes at least one of: detecting an image, detecting 
reflected energy, and detecting heat. 
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Kjeldsen discloses a display device, analogous in art to that of Meine, 
wherein the detector includes at least one of: determining the position of the 
viewer includes at least one of: detecting an image, detecting reflected energy, 
and detecting heat (Kjeldsen, col. 12, II. 7-9; inputs to the detector are camera 
images ). 

At the time the invention was made it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art to modify the display device of Meine such that the 
determining the position of the viewer includes at least one of: detecting an 
image, detecting reflected energy, and detecting heat, as taught by Kjeldsen. 

As one of ordinary skill in the art would appreciate, the 
suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to provide beneficial 
interaction, such as display size and location, between display devices and users 
who move around (Kjeldsen, col. 1, II. 14-25). 

Claim 16 is rejected as being dependent on rejected claim 1 1 as 
discussed above and further, Meine however fails to teach wherein displaying the 
information includes at least one of the following, based on the position of the 
viewer: location of the information on the display device, size of the information 
on the display device, and content of the information on the display device. 

Kjeldsen discloses a display device, analogous in art with that of Meine, 
wherein displaying the information includes at least one of the following, based 
on the position of the viewer: location of the information on the display device, 
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size of the information on the display device, and content of the information on 
the display device (Kjeldsen, col. 3, II. 63 - col. 4. II. 3). 

At the time the invention was made it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art to modify the display device of Meine such that 
displaying information includes at least one of the following, based on the 
position of the viewer: location of the information on the display device, size of 
the information on the display device, and content of the information on the 
display device, as taught by Kjeldsen. 

As one of ordinary skill in the art would appreciate, the 
suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been a displayed image of the 
appropriate size and orientation for the position of the user (Kjeldsen, col. 3, II. 63 
-col. 4, II. 3; col. 4, II. 36-41 ). 

Claim 17 is rejected as being dependent on rejected claim 1 1 as 
discussed above and further, Meine teaches further including determining an 
identification of the viewer, wherein displaying the information is further based on 
the identification of the viewer (Meine, pg. 2, par. 21 ). 

Claim 18 is rejected as being dependent on rejected claim 1 1 as 
discussed above and further, Meine teaches further including selecting a profile 
from a plurality of profiles, wherein displaying the information is further based on 
the profile (Meine, pg. 2, par. 21). 
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3. Claims 20, 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kjeldsen et al. (US 7,134,080) in view of Meine (US 2002/0080494). 

Claim 20 is rejected as being dependent on rejected claim 19 as 
discussed above and further, Kjeldsen teaches determining an area on the 
display device, based on the position of the viewer, and positioning the 
information on the display device so as to substantially avoid the reflection of the 
viewer (Kjeldsen, col. 7, II. 14-22; Kjeldsen teaches that the content of the 
interface may be varied based on the user position, and the location of the 
display elements on the display adjusted accordingly. Kjeldsen further teaches 
determining a position of a viewer relative to the display device, and displaying 
the information on the display device based on the position of the viewer, as in 
the discussion concerning claim 19 above). 

Kjeldsen however fails to specifically teach an area of the display device 
corresponding to a reflection of the viewer on the display device. 

Meine discloses a display device, analogous in art with that of Kjeldsen, 
such that there is a reflection of the viewer on the display device, (Meine, Fig. 1 , 
smart mirror 10; pg. 1 , par. 12). 

At the time the invention was made it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art to modify Kjeldsen such that the step of 
determining an area corresponding to a reflection of the viewer on the display 
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device, and displaying the information including positioning the information on the 
display device so as to substantially avoid the reflection of the viewer was 
performed, as taught by Meine. Examiner respectfully submits that the prior art, 
taken collectively, reads on the claim limitations. Since Kjeldsen discloses 
determining a position of the viewer relative to the display device and displaying 
the information on the display device based on the position of the viewer, it would 
have been within the purview of one having ordinary skill in the art to display the 
information so as to substantially avoid the reflection of the viewer. 

As one of ordinary skill in the art would appreciate, the 
suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to make the display 
information and interface more readable and accessible to the user (Kjeldsen, 
col. 7, II. 14-22). 

Claim 23 is rejected as being dependent on rejected claim 19 as 
discussed above and further, Kjeldsen however fails to teach wherein the 
computer program further causes the processing system to determine an 
identification of the viewer, and control the display of information on the display 
device based further on the identification of the viewer. 

Meine discloses a display device, analogous in art with that of Kjeldsen, 
wherein the computer program further causes the processing system to 
determine an identification of the viewer, and control the display of information on 
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the display device based further on the identification of the viewer (Meine, pg. 2, 
par. 21). 

At the time the invention was made it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art to modify the display device of Kjeldsen such that 
the processing system determines an identification of the viewer, and controls 
the display of information on the display device based further on the identification 
of the viewer, as taught by Meine. 

As one of ordinary skill in the art would appreciate, the 
suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to provide different people, 
different members of a family, with their own emails and personal appointments 
(Meine, pg. 2, par. 21). 

Conclusion 

4. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Uomori et al. (US 2001/0033327) reads on a display and viewing distance. 

Woodgate et al. (US 6,008,484) reads on observer tracking directional display. 

Gutta et al. (US 6,931,596) reads on the automatic positioning of display. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to CHARLES HICKS whose telephone number is 571-270- 
7535. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday from 7:30 to 4:00. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Sumati Lefkowitz, can be reached on 571-272-3638 The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

/Sumati Lefkowitz/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2629 



